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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 

directed to non-statutory subject matter. The cited claims detail a computer program 

having routines / instructions for implementing the invention. As detail in the M.P.E.P. 

2106, software embodied in no tangible structure does not constitute statutory subject 

matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 12-14, 16-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by REGNIER (U.S. Patent 5,689,708). 

As to claim 1 , REGNIER teaches a method of administering user access to 
application programs (applications) on a computer system, comprising providing a user 
database (tables / database of user profiles), a database of tasks (tables / database of 
applications) and a user-specific list of allowed tasks (menu of tasks), comprising 
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allowed application programs (enabled applications), configuring the list of allowed 
tasks on the basis of the user database and the database of tasks (col. 3, lines 22-36; 
col. 4, lines 65-67; col. 5, lines 2-6; col. 5, lines 44-60; col. 6, lines 35-48), detecting a 
command to execute a task (user selection of an application) (col. 6, lines 49-67; col. 7, 
lines 1-16), and preventing execution of tasks that are not on the list of allowed tasks 
(col. 7, lines 1-15). 

As to claim 2, REGNIER teaches the list of allowed tasks (menu items) is 
configured at least once every time a user has entered a request to log on to the 
computer system (col. 10, lines 25-40). 

As to claim 4, REGNIER teaches the database of tasks comprises information 
linking tasks (applications) to other tasks (other functions, i.e. printing functions, 
interactive mode functions, applications, etc) that can invoke the tasks during execution 
of an application program (via selection of a menu item from the database of tasks and 
requires another selection of task mode) (col. 8, lines 32-51 ; col. 9, lines 45-62). 

As to claim 7, REGNIER teaches a plurality of user groups are defined (group of 
users), a group membership list is provided with the user database for each user (set of 
profiles may constitute an ordinary table in this database and lists a user or predefined 
group of users) (col. 8, lines 8-20), links are provided between the tasks in the database 
of tasks and the groups, and the links and the group membership lists are used to 
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configure the list of allowed tasks (menu list) (col. 8, lines 8-41 ; col. 6, line 49 - col. 7, 
line 15). 

As to claim 8, REGNIER teaches a plurality of user functions (applications) are 
defined, a user function list is provided with the user database for each user (list of 
functions allowed or not allowed), links are provided between the tasks in the database 
of tasks and the user functions (via the set of profiles consulting the processing of the 
application to determine if it can function) (col. 8, lines 8-20; col. 7, lines 16-41 ; col. 3, 
lines 26-32), and the links and the user function list are used to configure the list of 
allowed tasks (menu list) (col. 8, lines 8-41 ; col. 6, line 49 - col. 7, line 15; col. 3, lines 
32-36). 

As to claims 12-14 and 16, reference is made to a computer system that 
corresponds to the method of claims 1 , 2, 4 and 7 and therefore is rejected based on 
the rejection of claims 1 , 2, 4, and 7 as listed above. 

As to claims 1 7, 1 8 and 20, reference is made to a computer program that 
corresponds to the method of claims 1 , 2 and 7 and is therefore met by the rejection of 
claims 1 , 2 and 7 as listed above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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4. The following is a quotation of 35 U. S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 3, 5, 9-11, 15 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over REGNIER (U.S. Patent 5,689,708). 

As to claim 3, REGNIER teaches the tasks comprises information specifying time 
intervals (off-peak hours / other conditions) in which a task may be executed comprising 
configuring the list of allowed tasks on the basis of this information (col. 8, lines 42-61 ; 
col. 8, line 65- col. 9, line 13). However, REGNIER does not teach that the use of a 
system clock which indicates the time for accessing the applications. Official Notice is 
taken in that it is well known in the art that in order to determine if off-peak hours have 
been reached the current time would have to be known. Therefore, it would be obvious 
to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to have and use a system clock in 
order to know if the application can be accessed because it is off-peak hours. U.S. 
Patent 6,401 ,238 would be an example of this well known functionality. 

As to claims 5, 10, and 11, REGNIER teaches preventing tasks from executing 
(via graying / diming / removing out the task from the menu list) during certain time 
periods (col. 7, lines 5-15; col. 9, lines 7-20). REGNIER also teaches that it is possible 
to run routine 600, which enables for the dynamic updating of menu choices, during 
execution of the application program, so that menu choices could vary even during a 
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single execution of an application (col. 10, lines 25-40; col. 9, line 63 - col. 10, line 25). 
Therefore, it would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention that a 
user calls applications that are not on the list such that they are allowed to execute and 
are subsequently placed on the list dynamically as defined in REGNIER. 

As to claim 9, REGNIER teaches prevention of the execution of the application 
program or task is registered (col. 3, lines 25-32). However, REGNIER does not teach 
that a notification is sent to a system administrator. Official Notice is taken in that it is 
well known in the art at the time of the invention in a monitored or controlled system, 
inadvertent accesses or errors are typically sent to a system administrator. Therefore, it 
would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to.combine well 
known sending of notifications to an administrator to the teachings of REGNIER in order 
to actively monitor a computer system. 

As to claim 15, reference is made to a computer system that corresponds to the 
method of claim 5 and therefore is rejected based on the rejection of claim 5 as listed 
above. 

As to claim 19, reference is made to a computer program that corresponds to the 
method of claim 5 and is therefore met by the rejection of claim 5 as listed above. 
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6. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
REGNIER (U.S. Patent 5,689,708) in view of SALMIMAA (U.S. Patent 6,668,177). 

As to claim 6, REGNIER teaches the computer system is a distributed computer 
system (client / server network) comprising a plurality of computer terminals (clients and 
servers) connected to a network (col. 4, lines 3-52) wherein the client systems are any 
type of computing device registered with another device and capable of displaying a list 
of allowed tasks. However, REGNIER does not teach that the applications comprise 
location-dependent information such that the user is configured with a list of allowed 
tasks on the basis of the location-dependent information and the registered terminal 

SALMIMAA teaches that a computer device that displays received data (icons) 
that correspond to applications wherein the display is based on location-dependent 
information such that the user is configured with a list of allowed tasks (via the 
displaying of permitted icons) on the basis of the location-dependent information (col. 2, 
lines 15-28). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention that 
the combination allows certain applications to be displayed based on the user's current 
location, i.e. that the applications are enabled based on the user's location. Therefore, 
it would be obvious to one skilled in the art to combine the teachings of REGNIER with 
the teachings of SALMIMAA in order to facilitate a technique that allows the user to 
control the criteria that determines how each icon is displayed (col. 3, lines 5-10). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lewis A. Bullock, Jr. whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3759. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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